Shel by Hunt (2000) has produced an important work on competition, an area that has deserved attention for some time, especially in marketing, where the topic has simply been neglected. He uses many of his ideas that have previously appeared in his other writings. But to consider this a reworking of previous issues would be to make a major error. The book provides a comprehensive and synthetic analysis of ideas drawn from several disciplines; it is all done with exacting clarity and purpose. His theory demands our attention, and as a result, it should stimulate much research and lively discussions over the years. Whether he has really provided "a new theory of competition" is a complex issue that will be addressed presently. That is not the point, however, because the discussion adds significantly to our understanding of a complex process. He openly offers this as a challenge for others to engage in the development of rival theories. No more should be expected; Hunt's contribution is extensive and valuable.
Basically, I have three highly integrated points to make. First, I believe the resource-advantage (R-A) theory would have been considerably stronger without its reliance on neoclassical economic principles; second, I believe that the sewing together of ideas from many literatures has not provided the solid framework that is desired; and third, I believe Hunt's (2000) overall contribution would have been greater if he had begun with marketing. This is not an easy book to review, and my comments are pointed toward philosophical differences in his approach. They should in no way be taken as a criticism of the scholarly work that he presents.
ASSUME COMPETITION
Assume competition is the dramatic note that is used successfully to get the reader's attention. Hunt (2000) begins on the premise that whenever and wherever those words are read or spoken, the reader or listener assumes perfect competition for this is the language of mainstream economics. Dramatic and forceful in getting our attention, I wonder if the universality of meaning he attributes to the concept is as comprehensive as he suggests. It is a testable proposition that deserves our attention, though such an exercise is beyond the scope of this review.
1 It is not that I disagree with his premise. For those of us classically educated in economics, "competition" rings as strongly as the bells of Pavlov's dog. Personally speaking, it has taken years of hard work to get beyond this "conditioned response." I believe that there is as much confusion in what assume competition means as there is with Adam Smith's "invisible hand." Competition has a number of meanings and research traditions, some of which such as rivalry are not included.
I appreciate that critique before content may be unfair, but it is necessary because Hunt (2000) does not fully clarify the normative and taxonomic elements of his theory as economists often do. As a result, in many places in the book, I had to sit back, read and reread, and then ask myself whether this is about what it should be or what it is. While he does discuss explanation and prediction, it is not fully developed in such terms. Early in the description of the book's contents, he offers the theories'"normative implications." The former case is somewhat worrying insofar as the success of economic predictions has never been all that great. I would argue that more than any theory of competition is required to understand the failures in the socialist economies that he mentions. The argument reflects a "I told you so" perspective when indeed these economies had very different shapes and might have been different if they had been allowed to operate on the underlying assumptions. Explanations of failure and success cannot be narrowed in this way. I just do not see the same predictive strength that Hunt does.
He titles his theory "R-A theory." It originates from no one single research tradition but a number of traditions in several different disciplines. R-A is process oriented and incorporates three principles. It "views (1) innovation and organizational learning as endogenous to competition, (2) firms and consumers as having imperfect information, and (3) institutions and public policy as affecting economic performance" (Hunt 2000, chap. 1, p. 10) . Competition, for R-A theory, is the disequilibrating process that consists of the constant struggle among firms for comparative advantages in resources that will yield some market segment(s) and thereby superior financial performance.
The volume is divided into four sections. The first provides a comprehensive discussion of the eleven research traditions from which the premises are drawn. Chapters 2, 3, and 4 respectively examine evolutionary economics, Austrian economics, heterogeneous demand and differential advantage, and business strategy and institutional theory. The second section, chapters 5 and 6, offers a complete development of the premises and structure of the theory; the third links R-A to issues of productivity, economic growth, and the wealth of nations. The final section, found in chapter 10, promotes the thesis that R-A is a general theory of competition. Hunt's (2000) goal is to develop a theory explaining competition as comprehensive as that found in economics built by integrating a number of research traditions based on affinity. His methodology integrates propositions from eleven research traditions, most of which, except for "economic sociology," have their roots deep in economics. This is an extensive task. What is curious about Hunt's approach is that this is to be accomplished without criticizing traditional economic theory, a point that he makes several times. I have had trouble in understanding this insofar as change or replacement of any theory directly implies a criticism of what went before. He does this by making an accommodation of perfect competition as a special case of his theory. So be it! But it does remind one of the value of one-handed economists! Throughout my several readings of the book, I kept on wishing that Hunt (2000) had let go of much of the economic foundation he uses. I say that because I cannot think of any current marketing scholar who could begin to theorize de nova based on marketing constructs. I appreciate that this would be a difficult task and require the establishment of a new lexicon reflecting the need of having to clarify and define concepts. It would be something new and different rather than what might be viewed as the deconstruction and reconstruction of timeworn ideas. Hunt (2000) has amassed an important literature. He identifies each of the core elements from traditions under the rubric of "pedigree" that have affinity from the various disciplines that he uses to form the R-A theory (Hunt 2000, Table 1 -1). Hunt borrows with skill, but it is the merging that is wanting. Each piece in his theory is like a single piece of a jigsaw puzzle that was created to fit a specific puzzle but not necessarily in a different puzzle-to be certain they be put together as there are common pattern cutouts and extensions in all puzzles. Making them fit does not mean that they were meant to fit together on one level; it also does not mean they were meant to fit together on all levels. The parts of several puzzles can be assembled down side and can make sense, but once the finished product is turned over, they may not have the same meaning. Hunt needs to offer further understanding into the issues of affinity and the rules that operate in making decisions as to the degrees of affinity.
LETTING GO
The theory is too inclusive to its own detriment. Hunt (2000, chap. 1, p. 5) argues, "R-A theory incorporates the predictive success of perfect competition and preserves the cumulativeness of economic science. Thus, R-A is a conserving theory." This does lead to consistency; however, I am not convinced that consistency or conservation is desirable. Perfect competition is the normative model of the way economies should work and serves as a comparison point for welfare economists who are interested in measuring the gaps between what should be and what is. This may be the means of developing public policy, but I am not certain it is helpful in explaining competition. Conserving perfect competition limits the argument. Like others, I believe that complexity and connection to reality are better criteria than that attempt to close the circle. Teece (1998, 57) , for one, argued that the "major deficiencies in this view of the world have been apparent for some time-it is a caricature of the firm."
ABANDON EQUILIBRIUM
I find substantial fault in moving toward a theory that is based on "disequilibrium-provoking" premises because it implicitly accepts equilibrium. I would have liked to see new thinking about competition moving away from this legacy. Both Israel Kirzner (1982) and Brian Loasby (1976) have described the logical inconsistency in such an approach. Namely, if you are moving away from equilibrium, equilibrium is the "tendency" that the system is consistently moving toward. Schumpeter (1912) has much to say about this as well. Here is a clear example of where the process on drawing based on affinity has led the argument astray. It is difficult for me to view R-A theory as the other end of the scale, as is proposed in Hunt's (2000) 
ASSUME HETEROGENEITY
Instead, we are left to contend with equilibrium, an idea that should be dispensed with in face of the ways in which markets actually operate. Somehow, Hunt (2000) cannot let go and keeps on hedging about the existence of heterogeneity by using the modifier significant, but much like his inclusion of perfect competition, he seems to be unable to simply let go. This meets his requirement of being inclusive be as inclusive as possible. In contrast, this limits the robustness of the argument. Trying to satisfy all of the possible critics may be at the core of this; whatever, it leaves the R-A theory looser than he obviously intended.
Why Not Marketing?
I would have liked to see Hunt (2000) take a dramatically different approach in this effort. He is one of the few marketing scholars able to develop a theory of competition using marketing as the core. Although he acknowledges Wroe Alderson (1957) , he does not take those arguments and the subsequent evidence from the marketing literature to forge ahead. There is much in marketing that can be used to formulate a theory of competition. Alderson's sorting process provides a dynamic context for understanding the process of competition in which "the heterogeneity of markets and the resultant behavioral goals of market participants for heterogeneity" moves away from the inherent problems of equilibrium (Savitt 1986, 11) . What is present is that delicate balance for both firms and consumers as they search for differentiation bounded by the constraints of exactness or absolute difference.
I appreciate Hunt's (2000) efforts to develop a competitive model that in magnitude is equivalent to the neoclassical economic theory; however, by doing so, he does not move the argument far enough. The argument does not move far from that of the traditions that he draws on. He keeps on hedging by using measures that are similar to economic theory such as "superior financial performance." That, I believe, bypasses the significant advances in the market-oriented theory of the past decade (Best 1997) . This perspective and its market-metrics approach say much more about the competitive process than economics. Hunt uses "superior financial performance" as a measure of what he refers to "as a constant struggle among firms for comparative advantage." Why not move the arguments and the measures of competition beyond the similar? This could build a stronger theory. Here is where a stronger connection between Austrian economics and evolutionary economics should be made. Hunt, all to his credit, does as few scholars in marketing have done-recognize the importance of contributions from these areas. Unfortunately, by picking and choosing, their contributions are not fully developed.
It is really the long run, and with no disrespect to Lord Keynes, economic institutions do fine. It is in this dimension of survival, not in the minimal sense, over time that competition should be evaluated. Why I come down hard on this approach is that once again, competition is framed primarily in the context of firms or enterprises that, to be certain, have an impact on consumers. What is missing is allegiance to the other side of the market, something that economists have not fully developed. To his credit, Hunt (2000) acknowledges the contributions of the "industrial organization" approach. But even there, only the minimal amount of lip service is paid to competition and ultimate consumers.
Why not a theory of competition that includes the competitive behaviors of consumers, not simply organizational ones, but ultimate consumers as well? This would be a substantial contribution. Thorsten Veblen (1994) and John R. Commons (1990) , America's own institutionalist economists, as well as John R. Commons (1924) would have provided different insights. The process of competition, in my perspective, has to include the competition among consumers of all stripes for scarce resources and market positions. By the way, this point has great importance in Hunt's (2000) discussion of competition among alternative economic systems. My own experience in the transforming world of Central and Eastern Europe strongly suggests that Western fiddling with markets did not take any account of the need to encourage competitive behaviors among consumers, let alone much in helping them adapt to more open markets. The problem is that theories of competition are incomplete without this dimension.
In summary, I find the theory somewhat lopsided with its focus on the competitive behavior of firms in terms of the markets that they sell in. Any theory of competition must go beyond the behaviors of firms, especially in that narrow focus of what they do as "sellers"; they should also be viewed as buyers. Ironically, economists and marketing scholars have dealt with issues; the most important of these discussions is in the work of Heflebower (1967) . Despite the very substantial contribution in Hunt's (2000) work, I find its weakness in the conscious effort to build his theory primarily within the general paradigm of economic theory. I find this surprising because marketing scholarship, while not forgetting its historical origins in economics, has ventured further. He comes close to this in describing competition as "a constant struggle" but does not really move us to the larger issue of rivalry, a point interestingly enough discussed more than thirty years ago by economists (Haveman and Knopf 1966) .
WHERE DO WE GO FROM HERE?
Hunt (2000) raises a number of issues, and I agree with many of them. It is certainly not the quality of the work that I have commented on; rather, it is the missed opportunities of seeing marketing take its proper role in the development of theories of competition. Hunt has laid down the gauntlet to become engaged, and so we must. He has certainly provided us with one of the most provocative treatises to come along in some time. Now it is up to us to respond.
NOTE
1. Out of curiosity, I asked four colleagues, including an economist, their immediate reaction to assume competition. None began with perfect competition. The economist replied, as one might have expected, "It depends on the circumstance!" The other three focused on process and rivalry issues. As a fledgling empiricist, I do not feel my own biases are vindicated. Administration, Burlington, 
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